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ELIGION is the substance of culture; culture is the form of religion." 1 Paul Tillich's well-known dictum sets up the tension between two of the most dynamic principles of human life, but the principle does not of itself illumine their complex relationship. For Christianity, the relationship of religion-or better, faith or the gospel-to the many cultures in which it now finds itself has been subjected to ever-greater scrutiny in the last half century. This has been so not only because of the multiplication of cultures in which Christianity is now present in some form, but also because the modernization process has accelerated the process of cultural change to a pace that no one has been able to accommodate. The yawning divide between the proclamation of the gospel and the exigencies of culture was called by Paul VI "the drama of our time."
2 John Paul II has been even more dramatic: "I have considered the Church's dialogue with the cultures of our time to be a vital area, one in which the destiny of the world at the end of this twentieth century is at stake." 3 To be sure, tensions between faith and cultures have existed at least since Paul confronted the Judaizers over the issue of Hellenistic converts (Acts 15). But the problem has now taken on an urgency accurately reflected in the words of the two popes just cited. The majority of Christians now live in the southern hemisphere, where the ties to Western European forms of Christianity are mediated through a dubious colonial heritage. Almost two thirds of the dioceses in the Roman Catholic Church are outside the U.S. and Europe, with Brazil being the largest Catholic country in the world. Karl Rahner's vision of what he called a "world Church," first published in the pages of this journal ten years ago, 4 is already a compelling and challenging reality.
It is more than appropriate, then, to consider what is happening in that interaction between Christian faith and cultures today, certainly one of the most bewildering and vexing areas facing theology. The past 50 years have been important to that discussion; indeed, it was just 50 years ago that Pius XII issued his instruction approving traditional Chinese rites venerating the dead, ending more than two centuries of their condemnation and opening up new avenues for thinking about how Christianity might be lived out faithfully in non-Western cultures.
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This article explores that relationship between faith and cultures as it has been shaping up over the last half century. I will begin with some observations about terminology, since there is still no consensus about how best to categorize the phenomena under study. The second section will trace major milestones in thinking about the issues, as found in official Roman Catholic Church documents and major theological works on the topic. Some attention will be paid to major resources available in this area as well. A third section will look at some of the major approaches that are being taken to address faith and cultures, and a fourth section will look both at the thorny points impeding theological development and at issues creating the principal challenges for the years ahead.
VOCABULARY OF FAITH AND CULTURES
A variety of different terms has been suggested in the course of the years to help situate and clarify the relationship between faith and cultures. Before looking at that terminology, however, it is important to examine the principal terms themselves: "faith" and "cultures."
The term that will be used for the first side of the equation here is "faith." "Religion" as a term, suggested above in the quotation from Tillich, has generally not been favored in these discussions, since it connotes Christian belief in an already culturally determined form. Also, in some circles it is no doubt still influenced by Barth's distinction between faith and religion. In many papal documents "gospel" rather than "faith" is preferred, in order to emphasize the insertion of the message of Jesus into a culture in the evangelizing process. However, as we shall see in the theological reflections of many engaged with this question, it is important to remember that the gospel never comes alone to a culture: it is always brought by someone who is part of some cultural form of Christianity. The use of the term "faith" connotes the messagequality of Christianity, as well as a sense of commitment that goes with accepting Christ. It represents also in the minds of some that sense of willingness of Christianity to undertake dialogue with the culture and to enter into culture via a dynamic process in order to come to its full expression. In this sense it is probably preferable to expressions like "church" or "theology" to represent the first side of this equation.
In all of this no one has been able to make a totally compelling case for the use of one term or the other. The nuance one is seeking in describing how Christianity enters and dialogues with cultures has generally been the most determinative feature.
For the other side of the equation, "cultures" rather than "culture" seems increasingly to be preferred, unless the subject of discussion is a single culture. This not only reflects the large number of different cultures with which Christianity must come into dialogue, but also something about the very concept itself. "Culture" in the singular summons up what Bernard Lonergan has called a "classicist" notion of culture, one that understands culture as a normative category, in which "there was but one culture that was both universal and permanent; to its norms and ideals might aspire the uncultured " 6 "Cultures" reflects the shift from a metaphysical and deductive notion to the more social-scientific and empirical understanding of human culture that has developed in the West during the last century. Official church documents have represented, for the most part, this same shift.
7
How, then, is the relationship between faith and culture to be construed? The term longest used was "adaptation," i.e. that faith would adapt or accommodate itself in a limited fashion to the exigencies of cultural expression for the sake of the communication of the message. The idea behind this concept goes back to the patristic period; 8 the term itself became popular in missiological circles between the two World Wars, and continued to be used down to the time of the 1974 Roman synod on evangelization. The concept today, however, is generally considered inadequate because of its simplistic and too static understanding of culture-as if a culture can be so easily read that an adaptation can be readily prescribed, and that this process takes place once and for all in an unchanging culture.
"Incarnation" came to be popular in missiological thinking immediately prior to and during the Second Vatican Council. The analogy is with the incarnation of Christ, who emptied himself and took on flesh as one of us. Christian faith, therefore, must imitate its Lord in becoming truly part of a human culture. of incarnation," implying thereby a more ongoing process than merely an initial entry into a culture. The term is still used from time to time today, but has generally been superseded by the term "inculturation." Aylward Shorter has recently examined "incarnation" more closely and has noted its shortcomings; however, if the term is used to embrace also the paschal mystery (namely, not only entry into a culture but transformation within culture), it could be considered adequate. But in most cases, as Shorter rightly notes, it has been used analogously only to refer to Christ's embracing human nature. 
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The closest rival to inculturation is the term "contextualization," first introduced in 1972 by a study team for the Theological Education Fund.
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It has been the favored term in circles of the World Council of Churches and has the advantage of emphasizing the importance of context. While it has a slightly different theological resonance than does inculturation, many authors have come to use the two terms interchangeably.
The plethora of terms and the disagreement on their usage bespeak a situation that continues to be fluid, whose conceptuality is still far from clear. 13 14 and what may be more helpful is to focus upon important developments that lead us to the "high ground" in the inculturation discussion.
The 1940s 
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The proposal was that this might provide the basis for an adapted theology more suited to Africa. Although the recasting is done in neoscholastic terminology, it represents a pioneering attempt to address a question still with us nearly half a century later.
By the 1950s the missiological preoccupation was with the impending independence of many European colonies. There was a practical consideration about the indigenization of local hierarchies, but also one about how the new nationalisms in those former colonies might press for more independent modes of thought-and therefore independent theologiesin the Church. These different concerns were reflected in John XXIII's 1959 missionary encyclical Princeps pastorum. The second development was the council's attitude toward culture. In the second chapter of Gaudium et spes, a long and carefully written section is devoted to that topic (nos. 53-63). Here, for the first time, culture as a category is embraced at the highest level, a category others are encouraged to use in their analysis of the current situation and in their response to the needs that surface from that analysis. While not wishing to reduce culture to only an empirical or sociological concept, the document clearly embraces this approach (no. 53) and stresses the plurality of cultures. It notes that the Church is not tied to any culture but may enter into communion with a variety of cultures and is indeed enriched by them (no. 58). The Church sees its task as entering into dialogue with those cultures, renewing, correcting, strengthening, purifying, elevating them (no. 58). An important element to be stressed often in subsequent papal teaching was the right of each individual to his or her own culture without the interference of outside domination (no. 60).
The most important theoretical work on culture and the relation of faith and culture is to be found in Gaudium et spes. However, in the decrees Ad gentes and Nostra aetate consequences of this thinking are amplified. Perhaps the most significant of these is the respect that is to be accorded to non-Christians and non-Christian cultures. That respect is to be extended to their beliefs as well, at least to those who participate in the great literate religious traditions, and certainly to all who try to follow the dictates of their consciences as best they can. This tone of respect for cultural formations created the environment in which inculturation could take place. Gaudium et spes formed the foundations, but it was these more practically-oriented decrees that set the tone for pursuing further reflection on the relation of faith and culture.
With this supportive work the scene was set for the development of the relation between faith and cultures. Paul VI was to return frequently to this theme. His 1967 letter to the bishops of Africa, Africae terrarum, must be seen as a landmark in this development. In that letter he identifies a number of positive values in African cultures (pervasive concept of God, concern for human dignity, profound sense of the family) that may form the basis of an African theology that would be both genuinely African and authentically Catholic.
19 What makes this so significant is that here we have a first instance of application of some of the general principles affirmed at the council.
In globe he routinely has at least two addresses devoted to culture: one to intellectuals and artists, and one to an ethnic minority whose culture is threatened by the majority culture. In the first of these he stresses the responsibilities of those who have such a strong hand in shaping the dominant culture. In the second he defends, often passionately, the right of a people to their own culture. These two themes of shaping and of defending culture form the ongoing agenda of the Pontifical Council for Culture which John Paul II formed in 1982.
John Paul continues Paul VI's emphasis on the need to take culture seriously in the evangelization process. In the kind of clear language one has come to expect from his philosophically trained mind, he said in an address to the National Congress of the Ecclesial Movement of Cultural Commitment, and reiterated in his letter establishing the Pontifical Council: "the synthesis between culture and faith is not just a demand of culture, but also of faith. A faith which does not become culture is a faith which has not been thoroughly received, not fully lived out."
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Aylward Shorter, in his reading of John Paul's reflections on faith and culture, does not detect any genuine theoretical advancement of the issues, although he has brought some intellectual precision to them, and his defense of peoples' right to culture has surely been unequivocal. 22 Rather, two characteristics stand out in this pope's many reflections on culture. The first is his more philosophical approach to the meaning of culture. As we shall see in the fourth section, a clear foundation for the meaning of culture is generally lacking in anthropological and sociological models, so reflection on this is welcome. However, it runs the risk of setting up an ideal culture that draws its principal features from the culture of the one doing the reflecting. Shorter and others have reflected how, no doubt unconsciously and unintentionally, this pope's model of the interaction of faith and culture is Poland in the last two centuries. The state of inculturation in other cultures comes to be judged against this standard. And cultures that have not accepted the gospel would, under this criterion, not need to be accorded the respect given to evangelized cultures. 23 This danger of ethnocentrism is one that needs a constant vigilance, for it can unintentionally but nonetheless effectively lead one back to the monocultural mentality of the 19th-century Church.
The second characteristic of John Paul's reflections is a much stronger emphasis on a people's ability to change their culture at will, and concomitantly the role of the Church in directing these changes. Such an ability to change culture is not supported by contemporary anthropological theory but would be consistent with the more philosophical approach he has taken. Such an emphasis on the conscious changing of culture can lead to blunting of the awareness of the complexity of culture, and a depreciation of the role of members of the culture in the inculturation process. If this view is indeed being encouraged among those who read these addresses, it may account for what many perceive to be the gap between the papal magisterium's official statements on inculturation and how the Vatican bureaucracy has been reacting to requests for permission to carry out policies based upon those statements.
Since the publication of Evangelii nuntiandi, there has been a veritable explosion of literature on inculturation. Once seen as the province of missiological reflection, concern for inculturation has taken its place more and more in the mainstream of theology. Reflection on the relation of faith and culture had long been part of theological work, but there were some new impulses, succinctly summed up in a programmatic article by A. A. Roest Crollius in 1978. He defined inculturation in this way:
Inculturation of the Church is the integration of the Christian experience of a local Church into the culture of its people, in such a way that this experience not only expresses itself in elements of this culture, but becomes a force that animates, orients and innovates this culture so as to create a new unity and communion, not only within the culture in question but also as an enrichment of the Church universal.
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He goes on to note that three things were new about the inculturation movement when compared to earlier reflections on faith and culture: (1) a more social-science-oriented concept of culture, (2) an awareness of a more dialogical relationship between the Church and culture, and (3) 32 This is a complete reworking of a 1963 work of the same title that has been a classic in its genre. It is intended to be a practical handbook for persons working in cultures outside their own. It goes beyond providing some instruction in the operation of cultures, however, and addresses a good number of theological questions as well, including models of inculturation and models of church. Its value is precisely in bringing together anthropological tools in a clear and straightforward fashion with a well-informed theology. This puts its readers in a position to forge their own approaches to inculturation in ways appropriate to their contexts.
The fourth work is Aylward Shorter's Toward a Theology of Inculturation. 33 Shorter is a trained anthropologist (as is Luzbetak) who has worked for many years in Africa. The African perspective predominates in his book but by no means limits its value. Shorter's is the first Roman Catholic attempt to develop a theology of inculturation. The actual theological construct is rather general (the book had its origin in training courses for missionaries) and sometimes sketchy, but it does provide an outline upon which more can be built and from which a discussion about inculturation can be undertaken. A particular strength of the book is its reading of the development of church teaching on inculturation. His pessimistic assessment of the current state of inculturation would be echoed by many. His sections on the biblical foundations for inculturation continue the earlier work of Donald Senior and Carroll Stuhlmueller. A final, brief word should be said about a document issued by the International Theological Commission in January 1989. Entitled "Faith and Inculturation," it speaks to the nature of inculturation, the biblical foundations of inculturation, and selected problems in inculturation.
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After a rather curious attempt to wed a Thomistic notion of nature with social-scientific understandings of culture, the document explores biblical and theological foundations in Scripture and the beginnings of the Church. This is the strongest part of the document. Treatment of selected problems (popular religion, non-Christian religions, younger and older churches, challenges of modernity) shows little awareness of current discussions, especially in the case of popular forms of religion.
METHODOLOGICAL APPROACHES TO INCULTURATION
A number of attempts have been made to classify the different methodological approaches to contextualization, but the most comprehensive remains that of Stephen Bevans. 36 His classification not only sorts out the methodologies but helps sharpen the methodological issues at stake in the inculturation process.
Using the language of models or paradigms, Bevans proposes six such models. The first, the translation model, starts from the gospel message (understood here as the Bible and/or church teaching, depending on one's ecclesial identification) and seeks out ways of inserting that into the culture. This approach has the advantage of keeping the gospel message in its pristine integrity but has the weakness of misconstruing the configurations of the receiving culture. Charles Kraft's work and current Vatican teaching on inculturation would be examples.
The second model Bevans calls the anthropological. Here the culture is the starting point, since issues of cultural identity are at stake for the receiving culture. Its corrects the weakness of the translation model but, at least in its more radical form, can jeopardize the integrity of the gospel message by not attending adequately to it. Bevans cites the work of Philippine theologian Leonardo Mercado as an example of this.
37
The third model is the praxis model, which focuses on the process of social change within culture, since it is believed that God speaks through the events that mark change in history. Its strength is its dynamic engagement of the community in those events and experiences most pressing in their lives. Its weakness is that it might ignore larger cultural that erodes into relativism? None of these questions has been answered to any degree of universal satisfaction. That shows, on the one hand, the progress the discussion has made from recognizing a plurality of cultures. On the other hand, it shows how far things still need to go.
FUTURE DIRECTIONS IN THE INCULTURATION DISCUSSION
What are the next steps in the examination of the relation of faith and cultures? Where are the roadblocks that are slowing progress? In this final section let me make some observations about what seem to me to be the most important elements in the discussion in the coming years.
1. It is widely felt that the challenge to a greater inculturation of the gospel in the many cultures in which the Church finds itself is still largely unmet. There seem to be two major reasons for this: (a) a lack of methodologies with sufficient theoretical power to break through some of the conceptual logjams, and a lack of tools that can be used readily and easily by agents of contextualization; and (6) reluctance of church officials, at both the local and international levels, to permit legitimate experiments in inculturation and to sanction successful experiments for ongoing use. If anything, the process seems in some areas to be not just slowing but actually reversing itself. While these two reasons may seem on the surface to be unrelated (one the problem of theologians, the other the problem of bishops), there are some important connections.
2. A major issue remains the analysis of culture. This requires work on two levels. The first is the relation between philosophical, deductive models of culture and social-science, empirical models. Models of the first type provide a tidier point of departure for theological reflection but end up universalizing a particular culture's understanding of itself. They have the advantage of providing norms against which to judge performance, but these norms are often formed in a monocultural, isolated situation. Cultural difference gets read as deviation or failure, and the whole inculturation process can collapse into a new monoculturalism or a henoculturalism, i.e. there are many cultures but there is one culture superior to all. The more empirical models have the advantage of valuing and describing cultural specificities-one of the main reasons we engage in an inculturation process in the first place. But empirical models are often unreflective about their own foundations. Some of the models for understanding religion in society (including one quite widely used: the functional model) have their origins in antireligious sentiments. In ecclesiastical circles there has been an increasing tendency to retreat into philosophical models, stressing the similarities among cultures at the expense of differences, thereby defeating the purpose of inculturation.
The second level requires work on the empirical models of culture at a metatheoretical level. Some anthropologists have pointed to what they call a growing crisis in their discipline: 40 the field is no more unified on the nature and processes of culture than it was 50 years ago. And more alarmingly, some would say that there have been no really significant theoretical advances since the times of Durkheim and Weber.
If this is indeed the case, then the problem is not just the lack of theologians' sophistication in using anthropological models but may lie in the models themselves. Thus the inculturation process can be no stronger than the tools it utilizes. This cannot be used as a reason for abandoning the use of anthropology and sociology; they remain, after all, the best that we have for dealing with legitimate cultural differences. But it reminds us of the fragility of the entire undertaking.
3. Another issue that will need further discussion is just how culturally the Church's patrimony should be construed. No doubt there is a permanence in the Church's patrimony that speaks to every time and place, but there can also be no doubt about a certain cultural embeddedness. There are several important dimensions to this matter, which all in one way or another go back to the question of culture. First, does being embedded in a culture make something automatically contingent? Second, can a "core," to use Kraft's term, be identified to serve as the measuring rod for inculturation processes, and can that core be shown to be beyond culture?
41 Is this even a useful way of proceeding? Third, does the identification of cultural elements in the patrimony mean that the Church may not only be "enriched" by contact with new cultures but perhaps even changed? Fourth, what impact will these kinds of reflection have on discussions of hierarchy of truths? This is a potentially explosive area but one that sooner or later will come to the fore. No one wishes to deny the enduring value of revelation or that the Church can speak to every culture (another way of speaking of its universality). But what will that mean concretely when the question of culture is taken in its full seriousness?
4. Lurking behind this entire discussion is the issue of pluralism. Pluralism is, of course, more than a strategic issue of ecclesiastical policy; it is a deeply theological one as well. Theology faces this issue in inculturation discussions because of the variety of cultural differences. Communication between cultures is manifestly possible and realizable, but the number of cultural universale that remain after such encounters continues to dwindle. A question to be pursued is whether current postfoundationalist discussions might benefit the inculturation discussion. 42 If postfoundationalist thought can come to terms with pluralism within one culture, might that not help the calculus of cultures worldwide and provide us with a better basis for the inculturation discussion? 5. Finally, work is just beginning on a theology of inculturation. Shorter's initial contribution has already been noted, but how the diversity of cultures will impact upon our understanding of revelation, of Christology, of the meaning of grace, not to mention theological anthropology, still awaits greater exploration. It would seem that this will have to be undertaken within a milieu of cultural pluralism rather than too quickly finding a transcendental point of departure. But such efforts could help give guidance on a number of levels.
The challenges of inculturation as a theological undertaking parallel the challenges of becoming a genuinely multicultural Church. To the extent that the one succeeds, to that extent the other will flourish.
